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The Yugoslav Serbo-Croatian - Euglish Contrastive Project is an inter-
national venture involving the cooperation of Yugoslay and American
scholars. [t primary aim is to facilitate the teaching of English as the
second language to speakers of Serbo-Croatian. The results shonld also
have relevance for the teaching of Serbo-Croatian to English speakers.
1i is further hoped that these results will afford new insight into the lin-
guistic gtructures of the two languages and will constitute a contribution
to contrastive linguistics.

The Project i3 directad by Rudoif Filipovi¢, Professor of English and
Director of th2 [nstitute of Linguistics of the Facalty of Phulosophy.
University of Zagreb. Yugostavia, and coordinated by the Center for
Applied Lingutatics. Washington, D.C., U.5. 4., represented by William
Nemaer. Director of the Center’ s Foreign Langeage Program.

The Project is supported jountly by the governments of Yugoslavia and the
United States, and by the Ford Foundation.

The results of the Project rescarch are presented in three series:
A. Reports: B. Studies; C. Pedagogical Materials.
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Viadimir lvir (Zagreb)

CONTRASTING VIA TRANSLATION: PORMAL CORRESPONDENCE
VS. TRANSLATION EQUIVALENCE

©O. Contrasting means bringing two language systems together, setting
thern against each other and, hopefully, drawing illuminsting conclusions
abput thelir nature, mode of functioning and use. Translation, ideally, means
bringing two texts into 8 relation of equivaience, so that the text in the target
language carries an amount of {nformation identical to that carried by the
text In the spurce language.

The important point to note in those two definitions is that in the case of
contrasting we are dealing with langue and in the case of translation with
parole. This is the distinction that should alwaya be present in“t‘ho minds

of thoae who choose to base thelr contrastive analysis on 3 corpus of materlal
from cone language and its translation {n another.

0.1,. There are severai ways in which the contrastive analysis of two lan~-
guages can be made In practice. One approach would consist In taking the gram-
matical descriptions of the two languages and contrasting them chaptar by
chapter, parsgraph by paragraph, noting similaritics and dissimilarities.
This procedure sounds very appealing and ia cerstainly the mogt satistying
provided several preconditions are tulfilled: first, it presupposes the exist-
ence of the two descriptions in written or any otlier form avoilable to the
analyst, second, these two deseriptions would necessarily have to be based
on the same mode] of language; and third, they would have to be egqually ex-
haustive. One sees that the requirements for the practical implementation
of ;hie procedure are [ndeed formidable - so formidabla. i faet, that they
ha' e evaer yet bee,, fully met, nor are there any rea. chances of their being
rast N LJue Dear futume.i

' * weognizing their Inabillty to satisly sueh enactiag requirements,
r 1y stz have settled {or what they regard as the s-»c¢ond best metivod -
tt . =oling g thelr intuition gupported by a larger or amaller body of
" - " in the form of tables and paradigms from existing grammar~
. ok v inthe form of tranx’ated sentences designed to illustrate certaln
tatementg. [t {s noteworbi. that the analyat’ s intuition and his examples
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ars vary intimatsly connected with translation, The naxt logical etep has
been to alm at methodological rigour and exhaustiveness by eliminating in-
tuition (with its chanes results) and by working exclusively on a large corpus
of materlal in the original langusge. its translation into the language with
which it is contrasted. and its "back-tranalation? Into ths original. > This
means that translation has not only heen brought directly into contraative
analysis but that it has also been made into one of its cornerstones. It is

" precisely for this reason that a very real need is felt for a critical exami-

nation of the valus of the linguistic materisl obtalned bY translation for the
purposes of contrastive analysls.

1. We have already noted that translation deals with the physical realization
of Janguage. with parole, while what we contrast in contrastive analysis are
language wystems in abatract, i. e, langue, It is therefors our job as analysts,
whan using translated materials for contrastive analysis, tc abstract the
system from the text. In this case. we are in a position not unlike that of

the grammarlan trylng to sxtract & valid deacription of & language from a
large corpus of recorded linguistic materlal (hoping that his descriptive
statement wili also jiave certain generative properties), And we face the
same limitatlon< that he faces. No matter how big our corpus, we can never
be sure that we have covered all relevant aspects. that we have not missed
certain vital and very revealing points. But we also share with him the ‘same
advantages: the acope that we cover in this manner can be very broad and

our conclusions are carefully dowented with objective and reliable lnguistic
evidance: nor should one minlmize the advantages {n speed and accuracy that
the posslble machanical proceseing of linguistic data offers {n guch a case. 3

1. 1, Without at all questioning the feasibility of a project of conirastive
analy#is based on translated materlal.q' let us now examine how and to what
extent translating <an serve as a starting polnt in contrasting wo languages.
But before we Jo this, an observation of a purely theoretical nature should
be made: the very ldea of contrastive analysis presupposes the exlstence of
language universala of some kind (or at \eass of gorne » .oments cotnmon

to the two languages under Investigation). This holus good equally well wi
contrasting proceeds vla translation. The analyst lgolates certain elements
of structure {n one language (such ag tenses, plural markers, possessives,
demonstratives, word order, ete.} and obaerves wint elements of atructure
correspohd to them in the other under conditions of semantic equivalence.
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An important difterence bet ween translation and contrastive analysis in that
the former aimas at establishing ser-antic equlvalences between the two texts
{without necesssrily relying on consistent Lusscspondence® between the
elements of structure involved) and the latter sims at establishing formal-
-semantic correspondences batween the two systems (utilizing only ihose
producta of translation work which display clesr and consistent formal {es-
tares of correspondence).

Although what has been said here msy seem rathsr Is» removed from any
practical considerations. it s nevertheless very relovant for sctual con~
traative work becsuse !t bolls down to the paslc question of the unlis of con~
trastive analysin and the units of translation. It can be said that the units of
(ayntactic, .ontrastive analysis are the units of grammaticsl description in
tertms of which the two languages are presented. The units of translation
are the elements of semantic content which can somehow be extracted from
the linguistic material of the text in the source language and expressed in
the target language using the linguistlc tools of that language. (The implica-
tion here is that content can be separsted from form.)

When one attempts to isclate the formal carriers of these clements of se-
mantic content, one comes out with morphemes. words. groups. clauses.
and sentences. ® To these one should Perhaps also add the paragraph and the
whole work., which are sometimes regarded ap the appreooriate transiation
units.

1. 2. Contrastive snalysis would proceed most easily with translation equiva«
lencea if s}l translatlon was rank-bound at word or even morpheme rank.
However, since normal tranalation - and that 18 the kind used in corpus-bassed
; contrastive analysis - is usually not rank-bound {especislly not at morpheme
or word rank). but is rather cheracterized by frequent rank shifting and
changes of the ranks at which trsnalation ¢qulvalences sre found, the anaiyst
faces considerable difficulties in trying to decide upon the elemcnts of formal
correspondence thet can be usehilly contrasted. The situation is further com-
plicated by the fact. noted by J. Dlrbelnets, that paraphrase (including ad-
ditions, deletlons, restatements. etc.) ls often involved. and that it is In
the sres between literainess and paraphrase that xome of the best translations
age to be found.

1,3, The queation that thla psper poaes, and atiempts to answer, {s the
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following: How muck of the translated materlal produced by normal (un-
restricted) translation can the contrastive anklyst use? The question can
he asked differently: How doe ke know which products of translation to
vliminate ag unsultable {or cour=astive analysis? Or finally: How doeg he
tind form:l ¢orrcapondencee between an orlginal text and ita translation?
We shall assume that he works with a corpus and its traaslation and that
he already has the units of the language of the original for whlzh formal
correspoidenzas are now scouhgt - the semantic equivalence having alroady
been establisheéd - In the language of the tranglatien, 4 formal correspondent
has been definded by Catiord a8 "any TL category {uniy, clas., structure,
element of gtructure, ete. ) which can be said to occupy, as nearly as pos~
wible, the *same’ placa {n the *eceonoiay’ of the TL as the given ..vL cute~
rary necvptes in tha SLY.

»

It 15 bnportant 10 realize that there are, mn every teut, & numver of
polnty at which formal geatarnatica) correspondence can be established.
There ¢an be no doubt that the oersenality and the equilibrium
of th imilvidual are pravely threasterco by technologleal clvlli-
zalon,
Nema nikahys sumnje da je lZnost i ravnotea pojedinca ozbilj-
no ugroiena tehnidkom eivilizacijom,
The corresponces represanted here, excluding those lexical ones, include
the followlng: E present *2rse -~ SC present, E negation - 3C negation, E
of=~cengtraction - SC genitive, E nouns - 5C nouns, E singular noun -~ 8C
singular noun, B adverb = SC adverh, E passive - 5C passive, E attributive
. djective - SC attributive adjective, E by-agent - 5C instrumental agent,
E that-clause - §7) da-clause, E number concord - $C absence of mamber
eoncod, ete. A8 seen here, the correspondences are numerous snd mostly
in the same category. Yet, not all potential peints of correspondenne are
uttllzed: the articlen of the source sentence, [or instance, se¢em to have no
identifiable correspondents in the target sentence. A contrastive analyst,
no paatter what his immediste {ntereat {except the articla}, weould find this
translation veable in hls work.

But the source senlence could have a somewhat different target language
rendering:
Nema nikakve sumnje da tehnifka civilizacija ozbiljno ngroZava
1lZnoet § ravaotezu pojedinea,
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Thls time the corcespondence E pagsive - SC acuve 1s establisted, which

iz not without Lnterest for the snalyst contrasting the voice :n English and
Serbo-Croatian. At the same time, some other correspundences are changed:
E subject - SC subject Into E subject - SC object, E by-agent -~ SC ingtrumen-
tal agent Into E by-agent - SC subject.

Other possible versions of the target sentence could be the following:
Nema nikakve sumnje da liZnosti i ravnotesi pojedinca ozbiljno
prijeti tehnitka civillzacija.
Nema nimalc sumnje da su liZnost i ravnoteia pojedinca ozbiljno
ugrotene od strane tehnitke civilizacije.
With each version, some of the correspondences cre changed, even though
the translation remains fairly litersl (i. &. word-for-word). Changes become
more drastic when the translatlon is free:
Sasvim je slgurno da tehni&ka civilizaclija predstavlja ozbilinu
copasnost za l1Znoat i ravnoteiu pojedinca.
Tehnlika civillzaclja nesumnjivo znadi ozbitjnu prijetny za
ll&nost i ravnotezu pojedinca.
Nesumnjlvo je da tehniZka civllizacija zna&l ozblljnu prijetniu
UZnostt § ravnotesi pojedinca.
But even at this siage, some corresponlences are precserved, and the trans-
lation can still be used for certaln aspects of contrestive analysis, ¢.g. E
present tense - SC present, E adverb - SC adjective, E attributive adjective
= 5C attributive adjective, E that-clause - SC da.clause, E singular noun -
SC singular noun, etc, However, for other areas of contrastice work, no
usable correspondences can be found in the more frec verslons of this trans-
Iation: thus. for Instance, the analyst contrasting the negatlon. introductory
there, the passlve volce, agentlal expressions, or number concord in English
wlth their Serbo-Croatian counterparts will be unable to usce the last three
renderings of the source sentence.

2.1, What ali this points to is the fact thit different translations of the
g+ source text (all seemingly equally good equivalents) vary in the number
Aiu type of formeal correspondences they enable one to establish and, con-
serueutly, in the kind of contrastive statement that can be made on the basis
of thes {It can also be mentioned, Lln passing, that this fact would make
“hey hag Kotranslatlon mathod uhworkable: first, one would not know which of
.# sgveral possible translatlns to "back: .sanslate’”’, and secondly, each of

1 Y
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theae versions would produce several renderinga, thus making the picuire
rather mcaay.)

3, It appeara neceasary, at thia point, to axpand Catford’ s dafinition of for-
mal correapandence {see above) for purpoasa of contrastive analyaia. Qbvi-
oualy. {ormal corre¢apondence defined in terma of categoriea occupying
identical poaitions (i. . performing identical {iinction#) in any two langoages
ta both too rigid {such categories probably cannot be set up) and two Rarrow
(it rould prevent one from eatablishing many of the ;ontraata that the learner
regularly eatabliahea between his mother tongue and the foreign language).
However, rather than rejecting the concept, one can modify 1t to include all
thoae isolable elements (units, classea, structurea, elements of structure,,
ete. } which can be said to occupy, as neariy aa pessible, the ‘game’ places
in the'economiea’ of the target text and the source text. Getting down to the
"text", rather than language, enibles one to establleh correspondances at
ali thowe peinta at which there are, i{n the two lanpuages, iaclable formal
carriers of semantic equlvalence. This procedure is particularly relevant
wnen contrastive anslysis ut.lizes transliatod material, since {t ie the only
one that makes allowances . ~ e numerous casea of rank-and-level-shifting
in transiation, Thus, for instance, it was pcasible to establigh the adjective-
-adve.t corregpondence i{n the examples in section 2 above, which Catford's
definition would rule out.

3.1. A distinction should be ma<e betu.een formal correspondence apnd trans~
lation equivalance. While all cas. - of furmal cv.réspondence as concelved
here are also translationally equivaicn® (naturally so, since they are based

on transtation), not all cages of traualation eqnivalencea stand tn 4 relation

of (ormal correspondence, but ‘armal correspondence being such a multi~
-layered phenomenon, it 18 difiicult to iind translation equ: *+tents withour a
t-ace of corregpondencsy - at jeast w uguages a. closely redated as Englicn
an¢ Serbo-troatfan. Whaen the v+ Wival®  of "thers o be ne doubt™ IS taken

w b2 Talgvim’ 0 3rpurno”, tuw o e ol cathUEh tae CLodss - cliuge
am) the prepant . 0~2 = pres ol S0 CeBp20taa s, @V w1 T L teandlatiou
equivalent I8 reducod 30 e amng . 0, v oo SSpondgnees remaln (E
clauae - 5C adverb, E negative adverbh - SC negatlve pretix). And even in
auich extreme caaes ag idlomatic espressiona and proverba, which are of
neceaatly tranalated quite {reely, there are certain correspondencea of
which contrasta can be made:

i0
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Don't count your chickens before they are hatched.

Ne sprema; ratans dsk ja zec u Jumi. (E negattve tmperative
- SC negative imperative}

It was raining cats and dogs.

Padalo (lijevalo, curilo) je keo iz kabla, (E preterite

~ SC perfekt, E contimious tense - SC imperfective aspectl.

It follows from the nature of formal correspondence understood in this way,
that not all correspondents should be sought in sentence-to-santence rela-
tionships: translations that do not respect sentence bovndaries but rather break
sentences, fuse them or change thetr order will stiil yielt many correspon-
dences useful {or contrasdve analyms {except, of course, for the contrasting
of the sentence structure ttself):
Atl thts leads to the realizatton that a ‘pedagogical grammar”
cannot be the application of mere linguistic grammar, but is
ruther the result of combining iinguistic grammar with psycho-
Yogteal grammar,
Sve nas ove dovodi do avyvivnja da “pedagodka gramatika” nije
jednostavno primijenjens lingvistidka gramatika. 4 demo do-
-r;lt; tek kombrniraniem lingvtetidke gramatike 3a psiacloskom
gramsaticom.
(Although this translation of the second part of the otig.unal srntea  tallR
to supply correspucdences required for, $ay, senter.v s wwre Contrastiag.
1t can still be uced 1n contrasting adjective pogitions in Ci.2htsh and Surho-
~Croattan, and English gerund and Serbo-Croatian verbal s i uSac s b

In the {ollowing example, too, the sentufce structury s rather at: eliably
affected by the process of translation but there arv ncvartheless quite a
number of correspond: nces because of which the exampte will by rvtatned
tn our corpus as d used for certain aspects of conty ustive analysis of English
and Serbo-Crostian:
It ran be inferred {rom the {oregoing thal, I . chanje 15 1o .
catrted through successfully, tt must be aceeptabl. 1@ all peonic
who will be affected by it, xo it iz the 1asn of tunmicment ta
create the (ondittons that wi'l ensure the  rontest amount o x'ip-
port and the minimum amou1t of resisiance.
Iz ovoga #to smo dosad rakli proizia : oa 3¢ ptoniyohs moZe us-
pledno provestl samo onda sko je prihvitljica svima koji ée biti
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njcme xshvadeni, pa )e zato zadatak rukovodstva da stvori uvjete
z% makslmalnu pedriku | minimalni otpor kolektiva.

3.2,  This dlscussion has &~ ar centered on the problems of translated
LOrpus as a basis of contrastive work. It has shown that all translatlons. no
matter how {ree: have their place In the corpus because [ormal correspond-
ences can always be eatablished between the source taxt and the target text.
it has also shown that probably no translation.can be made in such a way that
correspondents of all isolable formal elements of the source text are found
In the target text, Different translated versions of on< and the same original
text {all of them presumably equally valid aa translation equivalents) will
permit one to establish different formal correspondences. .

4. All these conalderations stem from what may be regarded as a macro-
acopic polnt of view of an entire contrastive project. When the focus of in-
terest becoines more narrow and specific, however: when our perspective

is that of an Indlvidual project worker dealing with a well deflned problem
rather than that of a project manuger, the attitude to the corpus and itas
translation becomen different. First of all, the individual analyst will never
handle the entlx‘s <OT pus l';ut only that purtiun of it which contains the instances
of his particular proolem”™. Second. he will only be interested in finding
{ormal correspondents In the target text for the elements of structure of

the gource text which are the subject of his contribution to the projectas a
whole. And in trying to {Ind these corresvondents, he will see that a consi-
Jwrable proportlon of translations simply fail to offer anything that he could
accept as a formal correspondent of the elemant of structure that he |s study-
ing. (The exact proportion of such unacceptable examples will depend on

how {ree the translation is and on the particular glement of structure-that is
the gubject of hir Interest. Some elements of structure seem to be more

susceptible to "deviatlon” and perhaps dissppearance n the process f trans-
lation than others.)

4.1. The problem that the analyst will have will pe In the first place to
determlne whether a formal correspondent is present in the translated text
or not - and 1f it la, what exactly it ls. Experience will soon teach him that
mere translatlon equivalence iz not a valid basis for translating, and that
extracting a formal signal of structure out of a text is In fact the f{rst step
that he shouti make. This wtll be easy In the Junguage to which contvastive

ERIC
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analyeis is directed and which ls taken as . start ;2 polat ‘n this language,
the elements of structure to be enalyzed v ' be given by the d.s¢ription of
that language. Let us sesuma that Englwh & Jie language 2 which our con-
trastive unaiveis is directed, 1. . il we are 1y W produc 4 contreetive
grammar of Xngiish for Serbo- Crou..an learners, ln Uuf Casc. & descriptive
gremmar of English will supply not ¢tuy the dctual top.cs for Ar. .eis but
alsc their analytic breakdown and will give the snalyst the  mpolanduage in
terms of which he can discuse the contrastive featires 0f the two lalguaies,
What thir Aeecription wili not give, however, is the list of the formal cor-
respondenss in Serbo-Croatian. Theae will have to be extracten rom the
semantic equivalences representad by the [rrnelated text, using the labale
provided by the metalanguage adopted in the .ndependent doscriptions of
Engiish und Serbo-Croatian.

4.2, Suppuee that the subject of contraetive anuiyeis is the Engli.. parti-
ciple. The graminar of English will staie, end the corpus presv--ably con-
tirm and eieraplify, the fact that En.ligh hae two partiuipies. proacnt end
past, and that botn of them dizplay sume adjectival and some vei oal proper-
tias; it will o g0 speciiy the conditions under which o or di- & r gyatarc ¢
quality of the purticiple becomen prevalert, Tas anziy .t wii, @0 Lasally
Lie participial exampleas into the two main grour- and as men, sdb-greupe
as he feels his grammar can handle, or a8 many af . a@cwssary 7ar his
purcoste. Next, he will examine the tracalation equi . alents in . . ocarticular
ub-gruup Jooking for the specilc forma! elerzents that oaxs *r - to cor-
rospond o. she participles yr the Ang.is% o u=wal. © the zep- 0o ontnining
cing forme f)receded by forme of the serl 1o be ana oilcwad by 2n ouject -
where th syntactic interpretatts o che ~ing fory ‘4 ~learly verba. - he
will find, for lnstance. Serbo-Croaiinn verbal tens: » t:f imperfective and,
perhaps legy cbviously, perfective verba). But he wail al<o flud Serpo-
“Croatie gerundives, as ip the following exampie: -y
JAc ha wae making his way acrose the fic'c s, he ran » - 2.,
Probijajud se poljiima naletio ju nma,,
A+ will begin tn wondsr whether the gerutdive cagp be regasrded as a
C e - aspomdent ~f the English progressive wretorite. But on ¢loser
I -ctv. . e Englleh example vilt revenl ¢ -in features which distinguish
LI @ othes uses of re progressive preterite: frat, it is used ipa
ot -t ilacae which of - be pwitenee; second, the clausy could be re-
e ke o & deiple (Mal g 1 way acrors “he field, he ran intow... ):

13
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third, the clause col.lhl.l be retained in tranalation, and the progressive
preterite would have the Serbo-Croatian past tense of an unperfective verb
as its formal correspondent {Dok se probimo poljima, naletio j& ns...),

{ite coocluslon may bs that when all these conditions are fulfilied, the Serbo-
~Croatten gerundive is » proper corrsspondent {contrastively significant!)

of the English progreasive preterite. {As a matter of fact, the gerupdive
here stands as an equivalent and correspondent gf the whole clause, ngt of
tts verbal par. slone. )

However, some of the translations in the corpus will leave him without »
formal correspondent, though cbvioualy there will be formal elements car-
rying the meaning of the original:
1 paid McSwiggin and I pald him plenty. and I got what
I was paying for.
Gospodo, ja sam plaéao McSwiggina, 1 tp Sakom i kapom,
a vjerujte da ol je to isplatilo.
It would be wrong to underline "se iaplatilo" as a correspondent of "was
paying” in thiz example. There is nothing In the translasion that can be taken
as u formal correapondent f the progressive tense. {The pastiess is of course
copresented in the transiatio. )} One could at this point legitimately ask whether
the Serbo-Croatian text 18 & translation vquivalent of the English text above;
¢l In pther words, whether the progresaive tense has been rendered at all,
One answer can be that the tw texte aro equivalont because 1ts Serbo~Croatian
part has bren produced-by a competent bilingun} speaker of English and Serbo-
-Croatiah, The second answer migit be *al L.y a-e not equivalent, that the
ra¢aning contvibuted by the progressi: » lense has not been included 1n the
wranstation, and that it cannct normally be includeg in Serbo~Croatlar. lo Its
inclusion, though pogeible, is not desirable. since it would affect the natural-
ness of the transiation:
Gospodo, ja sam pladoeo MoSwiggina Sakom i kapom. all gama i
sobio ono {za} Slo 8em pladao
Zven whan a fermal correspondent Jvems i« re préser. in the translation,
rare ghould ¢ taken to see waeth.er the corranpond2nes '+ Zerulllé or Merely
spurious, & rz2sult of mistraolatron
Whenever he sees a picture of a Lig boat, he asks his mother
if that boat is bringlng Daddy home.
Ksd god negdje ugleda sliku kakvog vellkog hroda. zapita majku
da 11 js to onaj kojim de se tata vratlt] kudl,

14
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Finaily, in some cases of unmistakable equix ¢ and clear]y Stotable
correspondznce, it la difficult to see how the. «.amples can be analyzed
in contramtive termas:

These bogze customers had until wrhen been buying heir sup-

plies from. ..

Dotad su se oni opekrbljivali préem kupujudi gs od ...
Here the Serbo-Croatian pressnt participle "kupujuéi" corresponds formally
to "{had) been buying', but thls fact is hardly relevant contrastivuly pecause
tt 18 an automatie consequence of the process of shitting In the rus. of the
sentence.

This example shows very well that formal correspondence is contrastively
significant only when it is #ystematic {snd perhaps alsg statisticaily frequent)
and when it Is schieved independantly between the structures tha: are heing
contrasted rather that aa a result of intrs~sentencc shifting which then affects
also the sorrespondent structure in the translated text.

Another exsmple of this aituation s provided by the of-construction In the
iollowing sentence:

One student could remember the order of all fifiy *wo freshly

zhuffled cards after hia first twenty-minute study of them.

Jdudan gtydent 8¢ mogao sjetiti poretks svik pedesst § dvije t.

mijeSanih karata po¥o th je proufavac avega dvadaaet minuia.
I'ne actusative form of the personal pronoun (i) {a the {orm.ei correspond-
~nt of the original of-consttuetion {"of them''), but it 15 imposeibls Lo say
whethet this ‘g an example of systernatic correspondence or 8 chance result
31 the chatiges that the ofiginal geplenLe had e ¢ wne th the process of trane-
Iation,

1, An atterpt hao pesn made in this paper 1o examd: . ow Wanalatton

o+ b soed g aomrastae analyais 1t o8 elaioed 6o - ontrasting via truns-

aoan ts awssible by thas the differences betvean i w1 uhsuld B rarefully

cereds the {ormer i3 condrraed with scruwantic equ.vetence, the latter with
i cmamike corcespandences the forzacor dent: with the text, the latter
s uermel eloaments that can be 1golatud froun the toxt. A modified de-

-, A fermal toryespondenz. {5 givep ‘o inelude all those lsolable

TS ag ottupy the stme piaced in the economies of the two textg,

n -ticd g eaw, The exts o o which formal correspondents oceur in nor-

o 25D ed tratalatioa o examined, snd 1t I8 concluded that aome
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sre preservad in sll translatior, oo mavter how free, Their proportion la
smaller when one¢ lakes the oerspective of an Individusl analyst wllh his
specific contrastive toplc. In some csses, corrsaspondances sre impossible
or unlikely. in others they are sparious. and in still cthers they are # by-
-product of struetural shifts that occur in the courss of translation.

An English -~ Serbo-Croatlan contrsstive model, based on an Englich corpus
and its translation into Scrbo~Croatlan, is implicit in the foregoing diacy =
sion, Yts torm is roughly 'ne following: s description of English js taken as
given and is axemplified {1, Jie English text {carpus}, and possibly modified;
the text is translated Lito Serbo-Croatian and the formal correspondents of
the isolsbis elaments described by English grammar are songnt; s gram-
matical description of these Serbo-Croatian formal « orrespondents is made;
this description is contrasted with the description of the elements of English
with which the analysis began; inferencas for learring are drawn,

NOTES

{1) I s this notwithstanding the announcement of the Germnan PAKS project
sed.cibed by G, Nlckel and K. H. Wagner, {*Contrastive Linguistice and
Language Teaching”, TRAL, VI, 3,1268, 233-55). This project will be
bas s oo the transformatisnal model of linguistic deacription, which is
certa:nly a very <xciting p-ospect, but one has serious qualme about
itz 2xhaustiveness in the présent state of development of the transformae-
tlonsl ticory. A case conld perhaps b mide for u corpus-bases analysis
along transformational lines.

{2) E. A. Levenston, "The * Tranelation~Parsdigm®, A Technlque for Con-
asrive Al’ulysis", IRALD “I. 3, 1365, 121-25.
L. Spalatin, "Contrastive Iethods", SKAZ, 23, 1967, u9-48,

{3} Z_ Buae, "Concordancing as a Method n Contrasi, 2 auelysis , SHAZ,
23, lesi, 49-81,

() Such a mi~ject 1» actually altoady uncer way; ef. R.Filhponé, the Choten
of the « orpus {or the Contrashive Anaivsis of Serln-"reati=n iu¢ ?‘5’!‘3'5:
in the present volume, -

{8) J.C,Calford, A Lingpuigtic Theory of Translation, Oxford Univarsity
Press, London, i¥bo, p. 17,

(6} J. Darbelnet, Raview of "On T _snalation and "Aspects of Translation",
The Journal of the Canadisn Lingutstic Aesoclation, VI, 1, 1960, p. 75,
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{7) J.C.Catford, op. cit., p.2%.

{3) No operational tests o! translation equivelence are offered: ideally.- the
authority of the translator as "a competent bilingual speaker” (W. Msrton,
"Equivalence and Congruence in Transiormational Contrestive Studies”,
Studla Anglica Posmaniensla, f, 1-2, 1968, p.34) is-accepted. Speaking
more practicaily, tne analyst should be allewed to digscard those exampies
from the corpus 1n which his own bilingual fe2ling disagrees. Errore in
transiation are sulficiently common to make this provision neceéssary,

{¥) The princitpies of selection of topice are discussed in the '"Research Guide
for Project Workers (for the English - Serbo-Croatian Contrastive Study)
prepared by W, Nemser and V, Tvir,

{lo) "Languages differ eseentislly in what they must convey and not tn what
they may convey.' (R.Jakobeon, "On uinguistic Aspect of Translation”,

On Translauon, ed. R. A, Brower, {irst published 1959, Oxford University
Pross, New vork, 1966, p.236.)
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Leonardo Spalatin {Zsgreb)

APPROACH "0 CONTRASTIVE ANALYSIS

Inter-lingual similarities

alism, wihich stresses the uniqueness of esch langmage, snd that of trsns~

The basic sssumption of contrastive snalysis is that while langusges sre
different. there 1o alwsys » certain degree of similarity between them, I
there were no mamilarity there would be no coatrastive snalysis, in the same
way a6 there would be no contrastive analysls if there were no differences.
Thig positaon {alls somewhere hall way between thet of traditional structur-

ywmatianalism which stresses thelr fondsmentzl similaritles.

L he tact that most of what is written or sald In one language conbe translated
wito another language indicates thet there must be s certain. rather high,
dogree of mumilarity hetween languages. At the same time (ranglation shows
that the similacity i3 always only partial, that i can rever hecome identlty,
vven with cognate languages or with cialects of the game langusge.

Latguages may be said to constst of some isolable elements and of certaln
artangements ot the isolated elements. Largusge elements are saslgned to
sarious h.erarchical ranks of structursl units and to levels sccording to

Lot latn writeria, mostiy of a peradlgmatic, distributional or extrslinguistic
nat.re. 1 this clegsification of langusge clements is carrled out by » con-
sistent appiication of » language theory, the results will show greater or less
siMmitlar .t betw. -0 ianguages ln regard of the {solated langusge elements snd
thell OFSDRTICA

Howe.vi great the difference in the isolated language eloments between
janguage 2, 1t 16 stk poseib.e to render a very large portion of meaning con~

L ey o) e saethents-of one langiage into snother. This possibillty seems ‘
to impl. twr things: {ipSimilarit Letweur languages te not necessarily limited
tn SIMilarity between elements belonging to corresponding juvels in the
ianguayes concerned, and {2) similarity between langusges 1p not nocesssrlly
luated to mmilarlty betwean elements belonging te correaponding classes. or
ranks in the languages concerned. e

18
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The semantic field

Language slements can be assigned to the laxical or the grummatical lavel.
They belong to the lexical level when they are regarded pu.l.'ely {rom the point
of view ol their collocational range. regardleds of the form «,th which they
enter into 8 collocation. Thus, the collocations of the words 'Jark’ and "“dog’
are laxical in "a barking dog /a dog barka/ the barking of a dog /a dog that
barks{ the bark of a dog". (Certain arrangaments of words, showtng gram-
matical collecations, like "father-in-law", are assignated to the luncal level
because they collocate lexisally ama unit rather than as the individual elements
of which they consist. } A word belongé to the grammatical level when 1ts form
ls decislve for its collocations with other elements. Thus "I collocates with
*love™ but not with "loves". The order of collocations itself is a grammatical
featurs; thus, "I may not' but not "1 not may". To put it In 2 ditferent way,

s word contains a semantic element an' a grammatical elemera. The semantic
element determines its collocation with other words; the gramma'tical eleinent
determines its collocations with other grammatical elements. ''Peter’ does
not collocate with '"go" not because of its amantle properties (it can collocate
with "'goes”) but because its grammatical properties. L.¢ a wun-farm
without & suffix collocates with a verb-form consisting o the bage and -8,

The form father can collocate grammatically as "father ioves {1 see my father/
of the father / this father” but not as ¥ " Thease father™, for wntch collocation

a different form of the word father is required. The semauntic element con-
tained in the word father allows it to enter into combunations such as "'a father
loves [ a loving father / a fatherly love [ a father’s love ; a fatherly kiss /[

a fatier kisges / a father who kisses [ an unnatural father” nyt not « "a
fatherly father'. The grammatics), lexical ard ghonolugical lprob.ry‘. also
the graphemic) levels cover the semantic tield of x langnage.

Soradar - at differen. loveis, rangs or class.s

-abuages can by viewed as covering, a certain semantic field, The more
Sonoar the cull v and ¢iviitcatton of the neary o varlous languages, the
ava 1 euialinee there will be between the oomiantic fields covered by
wae lan uafes, But however simlar are semantic flelds covered by various
s, ..., wmere will always be acveas |n one L.guage without counterparts of
et game rank ov of the sap - ‘evel. or with no counterpart at ali, in the
other. r'or 4 Amarican woed " Jrugstore” tliare is no squivaient word in

1§
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Serbo-Croatian {S-C).

The lack of formal correspondencez hetween two languages &t the lexicsl

level doww not exclude the poanibility of rendering the meaning expressed by

an element in one language {n the other langusge, lacking an equivalont element,
by means of a ditferent rank or javel. The meaning expressed by the Americen
word "drugstors™ cap be expressed in S-C by « noun-phrase ke "a store el~
ling drugs, shirts, cigarettes, atc.” (Similar equivalences established at dif-
ferent ranke are widely utilized {n monolingual dictionaries.}

The lack of formal correspondence at the grammatical level often han as &
consequence & full or partlal lack of semantic equivaience. The present-
~perfect verb-phrase of English {E) and the preterit tense have the same equiva-
lent in S-C. Thus, "He hag arrived” and "He arrived” will have their equiva-
lent in the S-C sentence "Doine je". In such cases equivalence is cnly partlal,
as only some components of the total meaning are expressed {n the target
language, in this case the component commaon to both tenses, that 1s “past®,
The compenent "connected with the present” of the E present-perfect verb~
~phrase hes no equivalent {n S-C. In certsin contexts the equivalents of the
two E tenwes are two tonses in S-C. The present "2ivim" {n the S-C sentence
“Ztvim ovdje pet godina'' la equlvalent to the E present-perfect "I have lived"
in the sentence "I have lived here for five yoars". The S-C perfect "2jvio sam"
in "Zivio sam ovdje pet godina” 1a equivalent to the E preterit “Uved” in "]
lived here {or five years"”,

Gucastonully a grammatical element in one langusge haw no equivalent in
another. Thig I# often the case with the articles in £ when an E gentence
is translated into S-C. The E sentonce "He lives in a house” and "Hellves
in the house” wili most frequently have {n 5-C only one equivalent: " Zivim

u kuét", which means that S-C usually does not distinguish between & marked
and an unmarked noun,

Even where theye {# formal correspondence between Iwo languages, some
elements present in & glructure of one cank in one language may be repre=-
sented by different mesns {n the other, although they may have units of the
same rank with identical structure. Thun, both E and S=C have noun-phrasce
with identical structure. The E noun-phrase "His large house, which is near
the park, .."” shows the structure "modifier+moditier+hesdtqualifier”. The
corresponding S-C noun-phrase "Njegova velika kué¢a, kojs je blizu paria. ,."

Q
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shows the same structure. On the other hand, the noun-phrase of the clauss

'A Litgle boy plays’’ has as its 3-C equivalent a clause In which equivslence

18 established at ranks different from thoge eccurring in the £ ¢lause. The '
modifter 8" of the E noun-phraze "a little boy'" has a pessible 5-C equivalent

1% tie clause level. To convey the meaning of "a” the vlemnents Oiguring In the
“toacture of the equivalent S-C clausge aro arranged in such a way that the

=va 1 2f the noun~phrase 13 placed at the end of the ¢lause, The modifier

“attle” caa nave a 5-C equivalent at the word lesel in the forn of a bound
oarpheme Ziving ™y noun a dimgiautive neanulg (djedak = boy, djedadi¢ 2

hrele Bawd, Althoush “Littie Boy™ and djeda&id” arv of the same rank (because
“ney plav W2 same role in clause structure, that of the subject), the modifi- «
catiene 18 of Jiffers nt types. In E It consiats of wards arranged according to

the ™iled for the arrangement of a noun-phrase element. In S-C the modifi-
curoan is achlesed «t war ! rank by means of bound morphemes (djelad=1¢)

falios ing morphotec tic ruies of elements it word rank.

Altnough three lete ¢ of language elements can be isolated 1n all languages,

* ¢be 3emantic cOverage varies from languege to language. Thes the E emphatic
< angtruction it {s, .. whofthat”, where emphasis is conveved by grammatical
1eans (L. v by a certain distribution of language clements). 8 rendered in
3-C, among sther possgibilities, by phonological means, that i3 by gaving an
amphatic stress to the oquivalent of the E word that {1lls .he 3let.

The iaet that two languages distinguish similar word-classes Aoce not neces-
sarlly mean that a word-class in the one lanruage will always have as its
equivslent the formally corresponding word-class ir the other. Both E and
5-C nave a word-¢lass usually called adjecth s, containing the Jub-clase of
pogsessive adjectives, which function as modiliers in noun-phrases. Thus
"oy father” tn $-C is most froquently "moj otac”, whete moj belongs to the
<ams adjecttve sub-ciaga as the E my. But the clause "My .sther has arrived”
is translated into 5-C as "Otac mi je dokaco” {+ father to ow. iam cOMe}, whire
mt I8 a quattfier Belonging to the class of per »...1l pronouns. The sentence
+anbe also transialed as " @ Otac je do¥ae” wrere zero is equivalent to

"y or Your',

Languages differ in the way they utllize eleme. &5 of various lovels to corer
their semsntic flelds. The verbsl aspect of 5-C {grammatical luvel) can in
some cames be expressed by various lexical tvr. . in E {lexical lovel): the
lextcal and grammatizal meaning of the S-C imp . .Ive verb "raditi" can

-
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be rendered by the E verb "work”, while the lexical and grammaticai mean-
ing of the perfective 5«C verb "uradlti" cambe conveyed by the E verb "ac-
compllah", aa ln "Radio je mnogo all uradio malo” = "He worked a lot but
accomplished litile". Simliarly, aapect in §-C can be rendered In E by the
aelection of a verb for the imperfective aapect and of a different verb with
lta object for the perfective aapect. The object ia derived from the E verb
which correaponda to the S-C imperfective aapect:

gledati = look - pogledati = take a look
pievati = aing - zapjevati astart singing

The foliowing are examplca of 5-C Jexical itema having E phrasal equivalerts:
gtarac = oid man
starica = ojd woman
atarost = old age
starmall = precoclous child
staretinarnica = second-hand shop
starkelja = decreipt old man
osiariti = grow old
starati se (o} stake care (of)

5-C is richer in derivational and form classes than E while E is richer than
5-C In the membership of word-clasees, so that 5-C words often carry a
heavier grammatical loan than E words. This situation makes rather dubfous
Fries’s contentlon that the teaching of E aa a aescond language should.con- .
centrate on structures and include only & minimal vocabularya. For the
speaker of 5-C who tries to learn E this {s a rather unsatisfactory method
because what is a syntactical feature in E will often be & morphological
feature in his language, which difference would Interfere with big sequiai-
tion of E atructure. Often a speaker of 5-C will insist on an E word-form
nly because it ia a form with & suffix and thus comea cloaer to his heavily
suffixed native words, preferring "beautifuller” to "more beautifu)" or
“going" to "'go", E compositions written by the studenta of E at the Unjver-
sity of Zagreb, Yugoalavia, ghow that, at & cconservative estimate, Jexical
mistakea stand to grammatical mistakes in the proporticn of 6 to 1.

Thia high percentage of lexical mistakes reflecta the bgaic dlfference botween
the two languagea: the heavier reliance of E on Jexis which ia highly speciali-
zed and extremely wel) developed with {terna often ehowing narrow colloca~
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tional ranges and utilizing a very large number of specialized bases, and

the predeminance of grammatical elementy In 5-C attached to a much smaller
body of bages with conaequent wider collocations of lexical £lementa. This
can be lllustrated by the following example:

dob-ar doeb=r-ot-a o~doti=ri-tl dob-ri-¢in-a dob-rz-no

good good-nesa approve genlal peraon conaider-ably
dob-r-oativ dob-ro-atoje-¢i dob~ro-éud-an dob-ro-dod-ac
grac-~lous well off mld-temper-ed  wel-come adj
doo~ro-dod~lic-a dob-ro-bit

wel-come n well-fare

Ag against one base in 5-C there are 9 bases in E, and againat 26 guffixes
and prefixes in $-C there are 8 suffixes In B, (The segmentation may not be
precise but still reflects a basie difference between the two languages.)

The high specializatlon of E lexical ltems often jeads to a sliustion where for
two or more E words there 14 only one word in 8-C; for ineta.ce; "light” and
"easy" ("lagan"); "difflcult” and "heavy" ("teza¥"); “song" and "poem” ("pje-
ama"); "turn off' (Ught), "put cut" {fire), "quench" (thirat) ("ugasit!’).

The formal correspondence approach to contrastlve analysis

Most contrastive analysed employ a formal correspondence approach. We

have tried to show that such an approach cannot ¥leld satisfactory results

because (1) formal ttems at one level in one language are not necessartly

always equlvalent to corresponding formal items in another language, (2)

the gtructure of formal correspondents at a certain rank can be censiderably

differznt and the .orreapondents can gtil] play the same grammaticni role in
the ¢, wtrasted laiguages and convey equivalent meanings. {3) formal cor~

P respondence can be simply nonexlstent. We ghall now try to show, through

24,0008 fom a very suberiiclal contrastive analygis of some features of

T %, w-at happens when a formal correspondence method ts applied,
Ay A= Jiny and Incomplete the results are,

L -, t the formal correspondence approach to contrastive analysis
Y - wvh 3 vumber W aroblems. One is how to eastablish formal

. .0 we-g, Inmoat easg. ey are gstablished on the basis of in-
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tuition. We {eel that certuin formal ltema play simllar rolea in the structure
of the languages concerned. Thus the {s felt to correspond formally to der.
die, das in German,

Formal correspondence of the items to be gelected for contrastive analysis
in often establisbed also on the basis of similar labels. E personal pronouns
are contrasted with S-C personal pronouns because of the similar termas used
in the respective grammars to designate the two sets of items.

Tbere Is & serious question. however, &s to whether formal correspondence
can offer an effectlve approach to contrastive anslysis. On the basis of what
has been sxid on the foregoing pages, we belleve that formal correspondence
is far from sstisfactory for purposes of comrastive analysis, since it often
establishes simlarities which are of little practical value, wbille ignoring
subtler fortns of similarity which, slthough they may be less frequent than
the formsal correspondences, must be taken Into account in contrastive re-
gearch. An example is reflexivity in E and 5-C, Both languages have verbs
with reflexive cbjects, and such verbs are {elt to be formally correspondent.
But statistics show that the 5-C reflexive 82 corresponds in E more often

to zero of nothing than to ..c of the <self forms. Similarity of distribution
aamigns to the -self forms the role of formal correspandants. out If contrastive
anelyals stops at this point, the practical reault will be that we wili have to
warn the apeaker of 5-C against {orming his sentences on the evidence of
formal correspoodence If we do not want him to produce E sentences of the
type "l am walkdng mygelf' or "I gm laughing myself’, which do not oceur in
E. On the other bard, we cannot 8ay that zero wr fothing is the formal cor-
respondant, because the 5-C sentence "Umiva se" with the reflexive 8¢ has
as :ts E equivalent "'He is washing himsel", in addition to "'He 18 washing”.
Since instinces of:gg_ as verb object have as their only pbonetically realizec
E formal t;o:‘l-‘;lpondenll the -self forms: we take the -self {orms ags the
*ormal correspondents of the 5-C se. As for the phonetle zero a E where ge
sceure in 5-C, we are not sure wbether what la levolved 15 a zer s morpheme
{a tranaitlve verb with zero object: "I shave every mormag’). or nothing at
all. Thus we are faced with formal correspondence wauli very low vyuivalencs
probability. It ia obvious that such a formal correspondence will have little
practical value resuiting from contrastive analysis,

Even in the cases where formal »orrespondence exists for a large numher of
instances, ther. are areas of slmilarity between the contrasted languages

Q

. ERIC

24




-33-

which are not covered by lormal correspondence. Thus my in my father in
E correspends to moj in moj otac in S=C. A similar sitvation obtains in
thousands of other Instances. The conclusion 15 that the foyms my, your,
etc., have as thelr 5-C formal correspondents the forms mej, tvoj, etc.
However, closer scrutiny reveals that while this 18 true for gver fifty percent
of cases of mv, etc., there stlll remains a rather high percentage of in-
stances where my, etc., corresponds {n S-C to the enclitic dative of per~
sonal pronouns, tg the reflexive ge, to zero, ete. If, for purposes of con-
trastive analysis, we take {nto conalderation only those jtema which are
forrcally correspondent in the two languages, no ugefyl contrastive analysie
1s likely to result because such an analysis will ignore, as often sccurs,
other similarity relationships which are not formal correspondences in the
languages analyzed, aithough they are equivalences,

The S-C learnar of E will react in the same inwitive way and select E poa-
sessive adjectivea as formal correspindents of S-C possesaive adjectives and
will, equating formal correspondence with equivalence, produce an impermis-
sibly high percentage of sentences In the target language on the model offered
by {formal correspondence which will be wrong, the mistakes occurring in

the ares where equivalence la no longer valid, In 1 s.otence like "' Take (the)
hand out of (the) pocket", modeled on S=C "Izvadi © ruka iz ¢ dZepa”, with
zeros at the place of E possessive adjectives, the {ormal correspondence
"moj, etc. equals my, etc.” is no longer operative, and @ is not intuitively
felt to have the fynction of E posseasive adjectives. Thiz means that even

in canes where {ormal correspondence can be eptablished intultlvely, or in
some other way, the learner will have to be told not to rely on it entirely.

In some cases it {s almost impossible to eatablish any kind of formal cor-
reapondence. This la the case with the E article for a speaker of S~C. He is
quite halpless before 1t since there is nothing directly discernible in his
langusge which could serve as a formal correspondent he could ntilize when
going from S-C to E. In such cases,{or ali practical purposes we have to give
up the {orraa) correspondence approach to contrastive analysla, since the
only thing we can contrast 18 the absence of 3 set of morphemes {n one language
with thelr presance and characteristic distribution in the other. Although no
correspondence can beestablished, it la possible to establish certatn equival-
ence relationa on the basis of word-arder, demonstrative adjectives and pos-
afbly some other elements. A similar gituation obta.ne in respect of S-C verb
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aspect and its E equivalences. In such cares even the formal carrespondence
approach tJ contrastive snulysts has o give ap contrasting similar formal
categories, and try to establic.. similarity by means of other value, eaying,
for instance, that the S<C impe ective "brinut] ve" corresponds to E "worry"
and the 5-C perfective verh "potrinuti se" to E "sce (to something)", which

is definitely not a contrastive analysis of the category of aspect {n the two
languages.

''se af the formal correspondence approach {g often due to a misconception

A methods of contraetive anaiysis, which are often confused with methode of
language deacription. This confusion results in the implicit zonclusion that

{f languages are describable in terms of certain categories, contrastive
aznalysis should be {n torme of the same categories. This is a talacious 2o~

s atTption ﬁg_causa there peed pot necessarlly be any similarity between des-
.riptive methods and contrastive methode. The two are gquite independent
Frocesses with different alma in view: one discovers and classifies language
.lementx, the ather contrssts mesnings conveyed by language elemente iso-
sted i yvarious langugages, It is true that a poor description will yleld poor
rvsults .o contrastive-analysis, but n.. necessarily o poor contrastive analysis.
Good methads of description. op the nd, applied to contrastive snalysis
ar¢ no gaarantce of good contrastive  _juis.

The semantlc approgch

~ur axperience s that languages can be effectively contrasted only on a se-

- .Mc basis, specificslly, on the basis of translation equivalénce, The trans~
ia‘.on approach ; - »duces, in addition to ong or more high translation proba«
bility equivalents, a series of low translatlon probability equivalents, and

the two together cover an entire particular gzmantic field. Thus, the transe
tation of a corpus containing E possessive adjectives into S~C yields not only
possessive adjectlves {the result which we get if we accept the formal corre-
spondence approach) but aiso peracnal pronouna {n their enclitic datlve forms,
the enclitic form of sebi {i.¢. sl), the reflexive pronoun (ge), passessive
adectives derived from nouns (noun; otac, derived possessive adjective:

otey » father’s), words like vlastitl, rodjent { one’s own}, etc., thatis, the
whale field of "possessivity”, simllarly, an E corpus containing thie and that
will produce, In sdditicn to ova}, ta}, onaj, a whole serles of worde containing
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the_ov-, 3~ and on- morphemes {ovdje = hers, tamo = therg, onamo * yonder,
ovako » this way, tako = that way, etc.}, the non-productive demonstrative
morpheme -g (vedera-s » this evening, jesens-a » this autuma, juu;o-s .

this morning, etc,), that is, the whele fieid of “"dcmonstrativity”,

As with formal} correspondence, trgpslation equlvalence will not be of great
help to contrastive analysis where equivalence is practicaliy nonexistent. Bat
ona of the advantages of the gemantic approach is that absence of translation
equivalence ix less frequent than absence of formal correspondence.

.- " Concluslon

Cur conciueion 18 that the formal correspondence approach excludes lh advance
the possibility of semantle similaritles between language elements ln various
languages which are not beforehand established as formally correspondent.
Thus, 1f we decide that nouns In E and 5-C gre formally correspondent, and
we restrict contrastive analysis to nouns In the two languages, we exclude all
Instances of other word classes and other linguistlc levels which are the only
semantic equivalents of certain E nouns In certain environments. Formal core
respondence allows for some dlfferences in the distribution of it>ms selected
to be contrasted. but it does hot allow for gimilarities among itemns belonging
to different classes, ranks or lovels.

We have tried to show that languages differ widely as regards ths choice and
distribution of the elements they utilize t0 cover thelr semantic [ields, but

that it ls comparatively easy 10 establish semantic equivalences between the
flelds of various languages, which seems to {ndicate that contrastive rclation-
ships between languages are more profitably established 1f their equivalent
semantic features are compared than if the comparison is based on their equiv~
alent forma! ¢lements.
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NOTES

i. By "level" we mean one of the main aspects of language, a phonology,
grammay or lexicon, The term "rank™ refers to hlerarchical arrangements
af language units, It is usually convenient to igolate five ranks: morpheme,
word, phrase, clause and sentence,

2, By a''formal correapondent” we mean a forma: element or string of
formai elements showing an organized structure at a certain hlerarshical
rank {n one language whose role in the overall language organlzation is si-
milar to that of some formal element in another language. Thus in bcth Eng-
sh {E) and 5-C, elements can he organtzed into phrases, functioning as
subject or complement at the clause level, consisting of no modifier or one
or more modiflers, a head, and no qualifier or one of more qualifiers.

Such phrases are formally correspondent in the two languages. Formally
correspondent also, (or example, are adjectives La_ause in both langunges
they can function as modifiers of the head of a noun~-phrase.

3. "A person has ‘learned’ a foreign language when he has.., first, within
a limited vocabulary, masterad the sound system ... and has, second, made

the siructural devices .,. matters of automatic habit”. Charles C.Fries,
Teaching and Learning English as a Foreign Language, p. 3,
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Rudo)t Filipovié {Zagreb)

THE CHOICE OF THE CORPUS FOR A CONTRASTIVE' ANALYSIS
OF SERBO-CROATIAN AND ENGLISH
The first problem faclng the researchers engaged in the Sexho-Croatian -
Engllsh Contrastive Andlysls Project}' was that of the methoéz, and then
immediately after that, closely connected with the gelectlon of the method,
came the questlon of the corpus. Obvlously, the choice of the method de-
termined whether a specific corpus was needed or not.

Che problem of the method was discussed in the earliest stages of our work
2t the Project. 3 Professor Pavie lvi¢ noted that one of the three approaches
was podsible: traditional, siructuralist, or geme:"atl\.'e,‘i The first approach
was discarded a8 outn!oded and unsultable for contrastlve anzlysis, Bu.
Profeasor lvi¢ wag aware of the difficulties in choosing between the structural
and the generative approaches. Qur progresaive orientation ~ Says Professor
Ivi¢ ~ would dictate the cholce of the mast modern, i, e, generativestrans-
formational, approach, However, the situation in the field {orces us to com=-
promise, "to combine claseical structuraiism with the elcments of the gene~

ratlve approach”, s ;

In an article on Serbo~Croutian ~ English contrastlve anal, sis,s fheve exam=~
ined geveraj contrastive studles now yvaliable and found that none employs a
epeciiic and consietent method that might be regarded as the method of con~
trastive analysis. Authors of these studies have used different approaches
and have come out with results of different quality. My conclusicn after reading
these studies, supported by our own limited experience, ig that there lg 2
atrong interdependence between theory and practice in contrastlve work, and
that the best approach will be 3 comhination of theoretlcal and cmiirical
methods of research. Our experlence so far shows that there are areas of
contrastive analysis in which no theoretical method would be successful or
would lead to a satlsfactory solution. These conslderations have prompted

us to seek 3 method, or a combination of methods, that will ylcld not only
theoreticaj but also practical regults. The practical results must be usable

1 developing better teaching materials and techniques. ' This will be posslible
only if they aro presented In a form that an average rcader of gur projectad
monograph can understand.
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In order to {ulfll all the requirements of the contrastive description of Serbo-
-Croatian and English, it was dvzided to adopt the transiation met.hot:i'cj basged
on ® corpus of examples. This hoice then led naturally to another problem:
that of the corpus.

Already at the first meeting of the Project (Zagreb, April 1967), I discussed.
among other guestions, the problem of the corpus. ™ It was decided at that
meeting that the corpus should be built upon the following principles; (1) the
English corpus should include extracts from the works of both British and
American authors, (2) fiction and technical literature should be represented,
(3} the corpus should be translated by translators from all the Yugoslav centres
represented on the Project, 1. e, both the eastern and the western variant of
Surbo-Craatiun should be equally represented, (4) the original Serbo-Croatian
« 2 pus showlt be bullt from works of Cyroatian and Serbian fiction and technical
«totatere and ahould be translated into English by British and American na~-
iy Spuakers, so that both variants of English are equally represented.

Swch a ¢orpus would be sufficiently representative on both the English and
the Serbo-Croatian side. The translations of the two parte of the corpus

.int s English and Serbo-Creatian respecitvely) would supply a sufficient
Juani.:, Jf contrastive eloments on tne basis of which statistically significant
v:a...slons could be made. Two kinds of extracting were envisaged: for a
w.GeCa S3ample and fopr a upplementary sample. The general samyple would
~onsi$1 of loo, 000 sentences and their transiations: this was regarded as a
ceflowentl large (orpus for the majority of contrastive glements. (Estimates
made .0 the basis - several frequency gtudies showed that this corpus would
te sufiiclent for most aspects of syntactic analysis. ) The supplementary
corpus would te , sed in those cages in which the general corpus falled to
»1eld a relioble distribution.

Hioguver, Jilacusslon at the second meeting of the Prolectlo indicated that

L mught not be possible to obtatn a sulilciently representative corpus on
these priuclple9. Ansther reason which prompted ug to seck a new solation
~as the fact that it was rather diificult, if not impossible, to bulld-such

» large corpus within the limited time and with the resources that we had

at our disposal. A whole series of Quastions would have had o be answered:
how to select the works for extracting, how to determine the ratio between
British and American {(and Croatian and Serbian) texts, between fiction and
technical literature. ote.
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It became quite clear then that we would have to use an existi;:g corpus and
at the same time have recourse to a computer and other data proceseing
devices. There are, at present, two large corpora : one bullt on British
material, spoken and written. and onc on American material - oniy written,
We felt that the {irst corpus, containing material from both spcken and write
ten sources. would better suit o4r needs and give more significant results,

The flrst corpus. A Survey of English Usage, has been compiled under the
leadership of Professor Rasndolph Quirk of the Department of English. Uni~
versity College London. Ua number of studies have been made on the basis
of this corpus in recent years: some of them have already been published.
some are due to appear soon. and some are in preparation. It is a pity that
this corpus has not yet been published as guch and 18 thus prectically inac~
cessible to researchers. Attempts have béen made to publish it. but the
necessary funds could not be found. For the time being. it is only accessible
to a limited number of pecple. which alse imits its usefuincss (or inguistic
reeearch, 2

The Survey has been compliled on the following three principivs: {1} The
Ainguistic materlal includes all grammatical elements {ound i "he chosen
stringe of actually recorded written and spoken English. The Survey aims
at explaining, in the lght of the siatistical norm, every grammatical phe=
nomenon regardless of jta frequency. Another aim is to describe the con*
ditions under which the speaker deviates from the norm. (2) The Survey
ernbraces the fyll range of educated English usage. from learne | and tech
nical writing to spontaneous colloquinl speech. Particular attention is pait!
to natural {unscripted) speech in different situations - from highly technical
dlscussion t¢ {ree conversation smong friends. DIifferent registers are com*
pared among themselves and with the so=called "literary specch”. Le,
dlalogue in written literature. (3) The Survey covers present-day English.
{rom 1850 onwarde.

in addition to the three maln princlples, the comptiers of the Survey have
followed certain other principles: cach unit of text consiats of about 5, coo
worns, ar+tthe whole corpus includes gver 200 texts of British English; the
soneces include the spoken language, novels, plays, poetry, criticism.
and «the: literary prose.- then psychology and goctal sclences, philosophy,
shysice and physical sclences, Liolegy. law, politics. religion, then news-

paper langusge, etc, The entire corpus contains over & million words and
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i deglgmed to supply sufficlent data on high frequency phenomena and most
nroductive norms in the language. Clearly, low frequency structures and
certain high frequency varlanta will pot be sufficiently represented in the
primary material and supplementary samples will be needed.

By its composition and size, this corpus would meet the requirements of

our Project, However, two main reasons have prevented us from taking the
corpus of Profeasor Quirk’ s Survey of English Usage: (1) The corpus is not
readily accessible aince it does not exiat in printed form; {2) it is not designed
for computer processing. Those were the two maln reasons behind our de-
cision to work with the American Brown corpus, whose mest serious drawback
compared with Protessor Quirk's corpus is that 1_t does not cover the spoken
language.

The Brown Corpus {short for the Standard Corpus of Present-Day Engllshlal
inciudes i, 0l4, 294 words in connected text of edited English prose published
in the United States in the course of 1961, All guthors are - as far ge it could
be established = native speakers of American English. The material included
in the corpus was published in the course of a single year, 1961, although
parts of it may have been wriliten somewhat eariier,

The corpus is composed of Soo samples. ezch contalning about 2. aco words,
Each sampie beging at the beginning of the sentence, though not.necessarily
at the beginning of the paragtaph in the text from which it is taken; it ends
11th the sentence in which the two thousandth word appears. That is why some
samples have a little more and gthers & Ittile s than 2, 000 words. The
weraye sampie length 18 2,028, § words. 4

The vorpus covers a wide range of styles and types of American prose.
Povtey is excluded bacause it raises speclal linguistic problems different
from those raised by prose. Plays are also excluded hecause they do not
represent peai writing but rather an lit.agined representation of gpeech. ‘
Fiction 15 tnciuded, but no sample contwin.ag over So per ceat of dialogue

nas been sdmitted, The samples have seen cuvten for thewr representative
¢« 1attes and not for certain subjectively determined vaiines,

The word 'standard” Inthe name of the corpus doas not mean a torpus of
*Standard English’: tt simply indicates that the corpus can be uged for
comparative stwdies requiring the same s. of data. X can also mean that
the corpus i# a convenient basis for the compilation and preaentation of
other sets of data in English and other languages. L
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The selection of the fields to be covered and the mumber of samples in Jdif-
ferent categories have necessarlly depended on certain subjective and objec-
tive conditions. To 8 certain extent they depended on the material that could
be found in the Brown University snd Athenaeum {Providence) Librarles and
in the New York Publlc Library. A list of the main categories to be included
was drswn at a meeting at Brown University in February 1963. In addition

to the two chief editors, Professors W, N. Francis and H, KuZera, the meeting
was alao attended by Professor R, Quirk, the editor of the London corpus.

The entire corpus is divided in two main groups:

1. informative prose {374 samples),

2, imaginative prose {126 samples). "

The first group has nine categories, The first three of them cover the press:
{a) news stories (political. sports, soclal, late news, financial, ctltural}
[rom dailies (33 samples) and weekiies (1] samples)- total 44 samples; (b}
editorials and readers’ letters tn dailiee {19 samples) and weeklles {8 sam-
ples; {c} reviews (books, theatre, music, ballet) from dafly (14} and weekly
(3) newspapers - total 17 samples. Seventeen samples come {rom the {ield
of religion: from books (7), journals {6}, and studles (4}, Another category
contains 36 samples from the field of skills and hobbies: two samples from
books and 34 {rom journals and magazincs. The category of popular writings
includes 48 samples {23 from books and 25 from magazines), Serlous
writing, biogrsphies, memoirs and similar texts include 75 camples (38
from books and 37 {rom periodicals}. Thirty samples are included in the
category various writings: 24 from government documets, 2 from foundation
reports. 2 {from industrial reports. and one each {rom college catalogues
and industry organs, The next category, most numerous after the press,

is that of acientific and technical literstnre (Yo samples): 12 {rom natural
sciences, 5 from medicine, )4 irom social sciences, 15 {rom political and
legal science and education, 18 irom the humanitios, 12 from technology

and engineering,

1t would be difficuit to contest the number of samples in different categories:
thz numbers were fixed after a discuasion in which each partcipant made
his own proposals, Taken as & whole, the first section, that of informatlve
prose, covers all sreas of hurpan activity as they are reflected in written
texts. And the ratjos between the number of samples in different categories
could hardly be different. The heavy emphasis glven to the press (98 ssmples)
is a refiection of the Importance sttached to the reallzations of langusge in
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daily and weekly newspapers. The second most numercus field {s that of
science, with 3o samples 2nd with all tlelde of sclence and engineering re~
presented. Since sclentific an'’ technlcal language is perhaps less varied
than the language of other forn.s of informative writing, the number of
samples {ncluded in the corpus seema quite sufficlent. With other categories
of writing it ls not eamy to find objective criteria that would determine the
number of examplea. It could be said in conclusion that the wide range of
fields from which samples have been taken is & reasonable guarantee that
no important human activity of which written record existe has been omitted,

Comparing the number of samples in the first sectlon (374) with that of the
second (126), one notes that the ratio is 3 : 1, which would mean that the
language of informatlve prose is thought to be three times as important for
linguistic analysis as that of literary prose. When one remembérs that the
main source of materlal for linguistic investigucions in the past used to be
belles letres, one aannot fail to appreciate the significance of this corpus
and the novel approach that 1t introduces jnto the linguistic study od the
English language.

Even the compoaition of the second section, imaginative prose, 18 novel.

The number of samples in different categories showa that ho extra weight

is gived to fiction in the traditional sense of the word (i e. novals and ghort
stories). Besides, the section includes three categories that have seldom
Leen used as sources of linguistic documentation. The divislon of imaginative
nT~ge Into tvepes i3 vather origlnal. The first category is that of general
fiction, represcnted by 29 samples {20 from novels and 9 from short stories).
The samc number of samples is found 10 the next two categories: adventures
and westerna (15 -amples from novels and 14 from ghort storical. Then fol-
low.s love prose (15 samples from novela snd 14 from short storfes). Twenty~
tour samples come from detcctive hovels {20) and short stories (4) #cience
fi:tion is repredented by 6 samples {3 from hovels snd 3 from short stories}
znd humour by § samples (3 from novels and 6 from essays and similarn
forma).

This standard corpus of English I now available o magnetic tape for' com=
puter processing. 18 The text cén be obtalned oy running the tnpe.through the
computer, which will print the entire text in 1ts orthographic form, The
text will then have to be tranglated into Serbo-Croatian, since contrastive
analysis {s done on the original text and {ts tranalation. When the two ver-

L




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.‘3.

atone are thus obtained, contraatlve concordances will be produced by the
computer, @0 that each English sentence la matched by 1tg Serbo=Croatlan
translatlon. For technical and {inanclal reasons, it has begn decided to
shorten the Brown corpus by half, translate only this nalf, and prepare
contrastlve concordances for 1t, matching every element of the Engllsh
text with 1t Serbo"Croatian transiation equivalent.

It was clear to us from the beginning thet the contrastive analysls of two
languagaes {e. g, Serbo-Croatian and English) would require two corpora of

. equal size and composition which would be trausiated into the respective

lanénages. Chis would enable ua to «xamline each phenomenon in both
languages [rom the point of “iew of 1ts translation. Thls idea had to be
given up, however, . several reasons, and It wag eventually decided to
work with only one <orpus and it9 tranalation, Obviougly, the Brown Corpus
and its Serbo-croatian translation cannot provide all the elements needed

int the analysis: we therefore plan to have another, coutrol corpus which
will be smaller., and naturally leass repreaentative and "standard”, than

the shortened version of the Brown Corpus. 1t will conslst of a few Serboe
-Croatian novels and their tranaiations into English by natlve apeakers of
English. *

1t may be jreeresting to describe how we propose to shorten the Brown
Corpud. One way would be to cut each sample in half, thug hoping that the
cepresentativenegs of the corpus will not be affected, However, it gedius ~
10 us that & 2,000 word sample is the gshortest posslble sample If it 15 1o
remaln represemtative of the text from which it ig taken. Another posgible
way would be to reduce the number of sampies in categories and sub-cate-
gories by ball, hoping agaln that the main features of the corpus will pe-
malin intact, This would mean, for instance, getting only 3 samples from
dally newspapera and 2 from weeklles i the category "press”, subecalegory
“political news otory", {natead of the present lo and 4 samples respectively.

In our shortening we 3o not follow gither of these principles. It has already
been gaid that the London Corpus, which includes the apokon language and
plays, would be more sultable for our purpose than tho Brown Corpus, which
does not contain materialg from these sources. But the Brown Corpus does
contain dialoguas in narrative texts (when dialogues do not cover more than
So per cent of the total text) which are very ussful for the kind of work that

3o
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we are doing. An important objective of our Project {8 to prepare new teaching
materizls, and these must Include not only narratives but also dialogues. This
is the reason why the shorten.ng of the Brown Corpus 18 not done n a linear
fashion but rather in such a way that the samples contalning dialogues are
preserved |n each case at the expense of other samplea which are less suitable
for the contrastive analysis of Engilsh and Serbo"Crosatian as we envisage it,
{Some of the samples would be rather difficult to translate because of thelr
suitural background: this is the case with certaln sports texts, ) The category
of rcaders’ jeiters to the editor wili be kept a9 it stands becayse it comes
perhaps closest to the {ree style of expression that we pced most In our corpus.

The corpus thus abbreviated will then be translated into Serbo"Croatian, It

has already been sald that both variants of Serbo-Croatian, eastern and western,
i1l be represented in the transglation and that translators will be engaged In

2il tnose centres from which Project members come. One third of the corpus
wtil be translated In Belgrade, one third in Sarsjevo, and one third Iin Zagreb.
It 1s thus hoped that the Brown Corpus translation into Serbo-Croatian will
Jigplay the greatcst possible number of features of all variants.

If it is found that our corpus, now consigting of the shortened Brown Corpus
and itg regionally representative transglation Plug a smaller cdntrol corpus
of Serbo-Croatlan texts and their English translatlons, fails 1o cover all
aspects of Serbo=Croatlan, a separate analysis will be made of the aspects
triat have remained uncovered. This analysis will be made by a group of
Serbo+Croatian scholars al Novl Sad led by Profegsor Pavie [vié.

On the basis of this corpug, processed by [BM 36o computer In the Zagreb
“luntcipal Computer Centre, we“shail obtaln contrastive concordances of
vvery single elem e nt of the English language and lts Serbo*Croatian trans-
satian. Equivalence will be the main criterion for the gelection of structures
‘ar ~ontrasting or comparison. Palreo texts and their components will be

r=garded ag equivalent when they have been transltated from one languege
ntn the other.
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NOTES

(1) R.Filipovié: Jugoslavenski projekt za kontraativnu anallzu srpskolirvat-
skog i1 engleskog jezika. Organlzacija i zadaci projektas (The Yugoslay
Contraative Analysis Project ~ Serbo-Croatian and English. The Orga-
nization and Objectives of the Prgj.ect) lnstitut za lingvistilu Filozofeckog
fakuliteta SveuéillSta v Zagrebu, Zagreb, 1968, 16 pp.

{2} R, Filipovié: " Zasito "kontrastivna’® analiza?" (Why *contrastive’analysis?)
Zivi jeziel, Belgrade, X, 1+4, 1968, pp.1-5.

R. Filipovié: "Uloga kontrastivne analize u lngvisti®kom istraZivanju’
{The role of contrastive analysia in lingulstic research), Filoloski pregled,
Belgrade, V1, 1-2, 1268, pp. 1-1l,

{3) The first seminar for Project members was held in Zagreb, Aprill ~ 3,
1967, Eight papers were read, moat of them dealing with the methods of
Engltish - Serbo-Croatian contrastive analysis,

{4) P, Ivié: "Osnovul problemi metoda u nadem radu” (The main methodologi-
cal problems in our work). The paper wiil be published {n Project publi-
cationg and will be entltied " Nekoliko redf o problemima metoda' (Some
methodological.remarke).

{5) b,

{6} R, Filipovié: "'Contrastive Analysis of Serbo-Croatian and English”,
SRAZ, Zagreb, 23, 1967, pp.5-21

{7} R.Filipovté: "Pedagoska primjena hontrastivne apnalize" {Pedagogic ap-
ptlcations of contrastive analysis), Pedagodki rad, Zagreb, XXIV, 3-4,
1969, pp. 138-145

{8} 1 do not wiah to discusas the different torms of this method, broad or
_narrow. Cp, items (6) and (7).

{9) R, Filipovid: "Contrastive Analysis of English and Serbo-Croatian” {a
detalled descripticn of the Project and plan of work).

{lo) The meeting was heid at Novi Sad, Noverpber 17 and 18,. 1867,

(11} R.Quirk: "Towarda a Description of English Usage”, Transactions of
the Philologleal Society, Blackwell, Oxford, 1961, pp. do-

R.Quirk: "On English Usage”, Journal of the Royal Society of Arts, 114,
London, 1966, pp. B837-31,

{12} Several atudies have already been prepared on the basis of thie corpus:

{a) R, Quirk: "Deacriptlve Statercent and Serial Relationship”, Language,
41, 1965.

{b) R. Quirk: "Types of Deviance in Eng'lsh Sentences", in A Common
Purposs, ed. J.R.Squire, Champaign, 1., 1966, -

AT




{13}

{16}

{7
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{c} A. P, Duckworth: "Co-existing Negative Preterite Forms of Dare”,
Language and Society. Copenhagen._ 196l

(d) A. P, Duckwortn, J,Svartvik. and otherss "'Studies in the Correspond-

ence of Prosodic to Grammatical Features In English”, Proceedings
of the Ninth International Congress of Linguists, Mouton, The Hague,
w54,

(e} J. Svartvik: On Velce in the English Verb, Mouton, The Hague, 1966,

{f) D.Crystal & R.Quirk! Systems of Prosodic and Paralinguistic
Features in English, Mouton, The Hague, 1964,

{g) R.Quirk & JI, Mulholland: " Complex Prepositions and Related Sequences”,
English Studies, 44, 1964.

(h) R. Grtirk & D, Crystal: "'On Scales of Contrast in Connected English
Speech”, In Memory of J, R. Firth, Longmans, London, 1966.

{1) R. Guirk & J. Svartvik: Investtgating Linguistic Acceptabiltty, Mouton,
The Hague, 19686.

{j) H. T, Carvell & J, Svartvik: Computational Experiments in Grammaticai
Classification, Mouton, The Hague,

{kl D. Crystal & D. Davy: Investigating English Style, Longmans. London.

(1) R. Qulrk: "Acceptability in Language”, Proceedings of the Philosophical
Society, Univ. of Newcastle.

The main iInformation on the sources for thia corpus can be found tn W, N,
Francis, Manual of Information to Accompany A Standard Sample of
Present-lay Edited American English lor Use with Digital Computers,
Dupartment of Linguistics, Brown University, Providence, Ithode Isiand,
tond.

Wherever the number .8 sver 2, ovo words, the surpius material ts retained,
Because of some cémputational mis.akes, 16 samples have between 1,9%
and 1,999 wordes, and 3 samples have under 1, 99¢ words,

One of the reasons for de scribinginthia corpus in such detall is thst it might
help Wgosla: tinguists in preparing a standard corpus of Serbo-Croatian
*ar future Linguistic lovwatigations. Ne standard corpus of this kind hag so
far been used in woting Serbo-Croatian grammars.

some stucivs have alrcady been made on this corpus. Cf, H, Kudera &
W.N Francis. Computational Analysls of Present-Day Amertcan English.
Brown Umversity Press, Providence, Khode Island, Iei,

It should be remembe vl that Professo. Quirk’s London Corpus contalng
samples of at least 5, oot words.
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